, and in Holland (Bakker, Sanz-Vergel, Rodríguez-Muñoz, & Oerlemans, 2015) . In competition with variety of contrasting models, all of the studies above found support for proposed four-factor structure.
Using CFA, the main purpose of the present study was to empirically evaluate the multidimensional model of the Swedish version of the REQ, seeking support for the hypothesized four-factor model. Instead of using a variety of competing models as in many previous validation studies, the alternative model was determined based on the outcome exploratory factor analysis (EFA). Compared to previous studies, this study looked more systematically at the discriminant and convergent validity, and examined a possible similarity in the factor structure across gender.
Methods

Participants and procedure
The participants in the present study consisted of 815 (483 women and 332 men) individuals in the working-age population (24-55 years) randomly selected from two medium-sized communities in Sweden. A battery consisting of several self-rating scales including the REQ was sent to 4,000 persons (response rate 20.4%) stratified according to the number of inhabitants of each age group in the city. The participant could choose between completing a paper version or a digitalized Internet version of the scales. Seventeen percent of the data were collected via the Internet. The respondents were informed about the research and informed consent was requested and obtained from all participants. Questions concerning confidentiality, anonymity, and the respondent's rights were emphasized. Only those with ≥20 h/week paid work were included in the analyses. In addition, only those with no missing data on the REQ were retained for the analyses (N = 680, mean age = 41.19, SD = 9.31), which left 17.0% of the total sample for analyses.
Ethical permission was applied for and received from the regional committee in Umeå (dnr: 2011-317-31 Ö).
Instrument
Recovery experiences
The REQ (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) consists of 16 items and 4 subscales that reflect the underlying dimensions of recovery experience: Psychological detachment (4 items), Relaxation (4 items), Control (4 items), and Mastery (4 items). The items (see Table 1 ) are scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (do not agree at all) to 5 (fully agree).
Both back-translation and the use of a committee were applied in order to translate the questionnaire into Swedish language. A professional translator fluent in German, English, and Swedish was provided with both the German and the English version of the scale, and then translated the items to Swedish (providing several alternative formulations when suitable). Based on these suggestions, a committee consisting of three members of the research project group at the time (the first and the third author of this article, and a third person now diseased) determined a first preliminary version of a scale. This version was then sent to a colleague with English as native language but fluent in Swedish for back-translation to English. The back-translated version was then compared with the original English version. Based on interpretation of equivalence in the meaning of the items of the two versions, we revised two items (6 and 14) and a word in the instructional text to the questionnaire. In conclusion, even though some formulations were A cross-validation approach was used, and the overall sample was (N = 680) randomly split into two subsamples. The first subsample was used for finding the best-fitting model using EFA (N = 340). In evaluating factorial validity, in the EFA all of the 16 items were entered using the Maximum Likelihood method using with oblique rotation. Factors with eigenvalues of greater than one were extracted. Using a CFA, we then tested if the REQ structure could be represented by four correlated first-order factors. In addition, dependent on the outcome of the EFA, an alternative factor structure was compared with the proposed four-factor structure of the scale. Apart from above, a number of a priori assumptions further guided the analyses: (1) Each item would be associated with only the factor it was designed to measure and other coefficients would be fixed to zero; (2) all factors would be allowed to covary, allowing for an oblique factor model; (3) modifications should be kept at a minimum and be based on statistical as well as theoretical concerns, and should exclude the addition of factorially complex items; and (4) correlated error terms would be restricted within the latent constructs.
There are numerous measures for evaluating the overall fit of the models with somewhat different theoretical frameworks and that addresses different components of fit (e.g. Hu & Bentler, 1995) , and it is generally recommended that multiple measures should be used. Apart from reporting relative chi square statistics (χ 2 /df ) as a measure of fit, three conventional indices of goodness of fit was calculated; the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and the comparative fit index (CFI Hu and Bentler (1999) for suggested cut-off criteria for fit indices.
Next, composite reliability (CR) was used as measure of internal consistency of the factors, where values greater.70 is indicative of good reliability. Discriminant validity is achieved when average variance extracted (AVE) is greater than maximum shared squared variance (MSV) or average shared squared variance (ASV). For convergent validity, AVE should be equal or greater than .50 and lower than CR. Put differently, variance explained by the construct should be greater than measurement error and greater than cross-loadings. See, for example, Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2010) for suggested thresholds for these analyses.
For the analyses, IBM SPSS 20 and SPSS AMOS 22 (Arbuckle, 2013) for Windows were used.
Results Table 1 shows the results of EFA. Three factors with eigenvalues of greater than one were extracted. Factor 1 consisted of eight items regarding control and relaxation; Factor 2 consisted of four items regarding psychological detachment; and Factor 3 consisted of four items regarding mastery. For confirmatory factor analyses, the goodness-of-fit indices for the models as well as the χ 2 difference tests of improvements are presented in Table 2 . The three-factor structure model based on the EFA suggested an inadequate fit of the model. When testing the proposed four-factor structure of the scale, this model significantly improved the fit. The relative chi square statistics suggested an acceptable fit of the model, but apart from the RMSEA, the other standard indices suggested an adequate fit of the model. The modification indices suggested that permitting "I take time for leisure" (from the factor Relaxation) to load on both Relaxation and Mastery factor would improve model fit, but adding a path would complicate interpretation of the two factors and this item was therefore removed. With this modification, the model was significantly improved, with all fit indices reaching acceptable ranges. For the final model, Table 3 shows that CR indices indicate a good reliability for all factors (all above.70). In addition, indices of convergent validity indicated no validity concerns; all four factors AVE were less than CR and greater than .50. More importantly, indices of discriminant validity indicate good validity for all four factors (all AVE markedly higher than MSV and ASV).
Next, a multi-group model was performed in which fit for both genders was examined simultaneously. In this model, the factor structure was specified identically across groups, and all parameters were freely estimated across genders. This is a method of formally establishing configural invariance (i.e. equivalence in factor structure across the genders). The fit indices of this configural model showed that this model had adequate fit for the data (χ 2 /df = 2.19, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .08, and CFI = .94), suggesting that the final four-factor structure is similar across genders, with the same items characterizing each factor.
Finally, as described above, a multi-group model was performed in which fit for the two age cohorts (age group 24-39 vs. age group 40-55) was examined simultaneously. The fit indices of this configural model showed that this model had adequate fit for the data (χ 2 /df = 2.13, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .09, and CFI = .94), suggesting that the final four-factor structure is similar across the age cohorts.
Discussion
In this study, we looked systematically at the validity of the REQ. The analyses permitted tentative answers concerning the generalizability, psychometric properties, and practical utility of the REQ. Our results provided support for the internal consistency of the REQ. The CR indices indicated good reliability for all four factors, and Cronbach's alphas were adequate and comparable to those found in previous studies (e.g. Kinnunen et al., 2011; Shimazu et al., 2012) . The EFA extracted three factors with eigenvalues of greater than one. The first extracted factor with most explained variance consisted of eight items regarding control and relaxation (with mastery and psychological detachment loading on separate factors), a factor structure that is consistent with best-fitting three-factor model in previous studies (Kinnunen et al., 2011; Mostert & Els, 2015; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) .
When testing the three-factor structure model that was based on the EFA, the model did not fit the data sufficiently well. When the 16 items from the REQ were included in a CFA, the feasibility of a four-factor solution was examined. Even though the goodness-of-fit indices for the model were acceptable, the modification indices suggested that by letting one item loading on two factors, the fit of the four-model would improve appreciably. However, it was not considered appropriate to allow one item to cross load on separate factors as it would complicate interpretation, and this item was therefore removed. With this modification of the model, the fit was significantly improved. In addition, the convergent validity was good for all four factors and the shared variance between the factors was sufficiently low to suggest independence between the factors in the model (i.e. good discriminant validity).
Evidence of strong validities are important since validated instruments measuring various aspects of recovery are lacking, and that research shows that stress recovery are associated with well-being (Sonnentag et al., 2017) and important or perhaps even crucial for maintaining good health (McEwen, 1998) .
Results from the multi-group model indicated that the four-factor solution applies for both males and females, and for the two different age cohorts. This is important since women has been found to report higher prevalence of high distress days and a lower prevalence of distress-free days (Almeida & Kessler, 1998) , recover suboptimally after work (Frankenhaeuser et al., 1989; Lundberg & Frankenhaeuser, 1999) , and report higher levels of burnout (Norlund et al., 2010) .
Several limitations need to be addressed. First, although we followed established recommendations when translating the REQ, the techniques used have their shortcomings (Maneesriwongul & Dixon, 2004) . For example, a committee does not control for shared misconceptions, and a back-translated version of a scale could be equivalent to the original version despite not necessarily being translated adequately. However, as stated above, we followed established recommendations using independent translator and back-translator as well as a committee handling difficult or cumbersome translation issues. Second, the response rate was low, which of course could reduce the generalizability of the findings. However, our main concern was not trying to generalize but to psychometrically test the REQ scale. One reason though for the low response rate could be that the relatively large battery of self-rating scales were perceived as too demanding for some individuals. Thus, there is a risk that people with few opportunities to recover from work are less likely to complete the scales. Third, 17% of the data were collected via the Internet. Even though earlier analyses on other instruments suggest that Internet surveys will generate comparable data to paper surveys (e.g. Im et al., 2005; Pettit, 2002) , future research should examine the psychometric properties of the two formats of the REQ separately. Fourth, the present study analyzed data from a community sample. It is important to recognize that the REQ itself may demonstrate different psychometric properties depending on the population (e.g. gender identity, socioeconomic status, language, health status, and profession), and future research needs to gather information about the REQ among specific populations. In addition, there are several other important issues to address. For example, we need to establish valid cutoff scores for problematic low levels of recovery experiences in order to identify people who are in need of improved recovery experiences.
Notwithstanding, we found support for the proposed four-factor structure in the Swedish version of the REQ. This is an important finding because it may help us select measurement tools for the examination of job stress recovery experiences. For example, following an intervention, Lisspers et al. (2014) found that changed levels of "recovery behaviour" were associated with changed levels of burnout in a subclinical sample. Thus, recovery-focused interventions might be a suitable approach in both treatment and prevention of burnout and valid measures of recovery experiences could add understanding to recovery processes.
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